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Attached are the agency comments on the Wetland Delineation and Mitigation Report.
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Kathryn Hernandez
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July 15, 2013


 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1MEMORANDUM


SUBJECT:
Northwest Oil Drain


FROM:
Kathryn Hernandez




RPM


TO:

NWOD Working Group


The US EPA and Utah State DERR have reviewed the Chevron NWOD Canal Wetland Delineation and Mitigation Report dated July 12, 2013.  The following are our questions and comments regarding the Report. If you have questions or concerns, or require additional assessment, please contact me at (303-312-6101).


General Comments


Monitoring:
The work plan should include additional information on, and a detailed description of, post project monitoring, primarily in wetland areas where temporary construction-related impacts occur and areas adjacent to the NWOD that may be indirectly affected by changes in hydrology. We recommend annual monitoring of these areas for 2-3 years to ensure no lasting project effects. We also request including a discussion of what measures will be taken if monitoring of these areas indicates lasting project effects. Please include in the work plan a report at the two-year and three year point after construction regarding these impacts. 

Mitigation Proposal:
There are several issues that need to be resolved regarding credits from Machine Lake: 
1) Due to the location and size of the impact site (above 4,218 ft elevation, greater than 2 acres of impact) the Machine Lake mitigation banking instrument requires case-specific approval from the Corps and Interagency Review Team before releasing credits. Additionally, this project will require case-specific consideration because the impact does not fall directly under 404 permitting (but would instead be considered other federal impacts not subject to 404). Please consult with the Corps regarding these case-by-case approvals. Please include in the work plan a detailed description of all related steps and approvals, with notification to the agencies regarding the outcome of each step.  
2) Chevron has also proposed requesting credits from the bank for impacts associated with the proposed HR campus relocation on site, where there are almost 20 acres of wetland impacts. Please consult with the Corps to see if the bank currently has enough saline wet meadow credits to cover both projects. If insufficient credits are available, please include in the work plan appropriate notification to the agencies, and in consideration of alternate proposals for mitigation, please provide a detailed description of the measures to be taken if the available saline wet meadow credits are not sufficient for the NWOD project. Please describe how Chevron will prioritize the wet saline meadow credits that may be available between the two projects.   
3) While we recognize that the impact site is within the primary service area of the bank, and as such, Chevron can request mitigation credits at a 1:1 ratio from the bank, we request Chevron consider mitigating at a higher ratio, including 2:1. We recommend a higher mitigation ratio because the impact site is located at the very southern edge of the service area and is not within the same watershed as the mitigation bank, and as such, the ecological functions of the filled saline wet meadow wetlands will no longer be available within this watershed. A higher offset ratio at the bank will better compensate for this loss.  The work plan should indicate that Chevron will request a 2:1 ratio.  

Due to the concerns noted above with the Machine Lake Mitigation Bank, we request that Chevron provide additional discussion on alternative mitigation options. We recommend these other options be sited closer to the impact site. It is our understanding that Utah Division of Wildlife Resources staff are working to propose other potential areas where enhancement/restoration options are available, in conjunction with the HR campus relocation. Additionally, we request that you please describe in some detail how you propose to coordinate mitigation efforts for both projects on site. 

Section on "Project Impacts":
Please clarify whether the open water acreage created in the re-located canal is considered a permanent impact to wetlands. If it is not, the document needs to be corrected so that it is included as a permanent impact. The saline wet meadow wetlands and associated functions will not be maintained if converted to open-water. As such, the entire width, including the open water, should be included in the calculation of permanent impacts. 

Please explain why access roads are needed on both sides of the canal.



Additional Specific Comments:  



1.  Intro section, 2nd paragraph – Please add another reason why the re-route around Segment 2B-Part 2 is necessary:   “and (4) because effective implementation of the canal cleanup under the AOC, including removal of canal sediments and prevention of re-contamination of the canal, could not be achieved by maintaining the canal in its current alignment.”  



2. Section on “Affected Environment” – 1st paragraph – from the information provided, the estimate of 3,500 linear feet for the planned re-routed segment of the canal is approximately 1000 more than the current segment that will be abandoned.  Please provide your calculations and describe methodology for calculating the length, eg gps, etc.  Further, the width of the new canal is stated to be 125 feet.  From Appendix A cross section depiction, it appears more like 135 feet.  Given that would be another 0.8 acres impacted, and understanding the figures provided are pre-construction estimates, the Mitigation Report should include post-construction monitoring and confirmation of actual acreage impacted.   



3. Same paragraph – a figure of 4.95 acres is provided for temporary soil stockpile areas, and temporary construction access areas (road, etc.) Please clarify if that figure represents the total of all temporary impacts, or just the total of the planned soil stockpile areas.  



4. Describe any additional wetland impacts, permanent or temporary, from cleaning and backfilling the existing canal segment 2B Part B?  



5. Section on “Project Impacts” – 1st paragraph.  It is stated that 6.14 acres of wetlands will be permanently impacted by the project.  Please show calculations.  (We presume this is calculated from length of new re-route canal x projected width, or (subject to confirmation of the inputs, per comments above) 3500 feet x 125 feet, and if so, the total permanent acreage impacted would be approximately 10.) Please also show calculations for the 1.86 acres in the second paragraph.



6. Same section, 2nd paragraph.  Please explain the different numbers for “existing 2565 linear feet of Segment 2B Part 2” vs. 1450 linear feet of “existing canal/ditch” with permanent impacts (and show calculations.)  



7. Same section 3rd paragraph – the figure of 4.53 acres of temporary impacts plus 0.12 acres for a total of 4.65 acres.  Please explain why this is different than the figure provided in section “Affected Environment”, 1st paragraph (and see comment 3 above).  



8. Same section 4th paragraph – Potential indirect impacts to wetlands are said to be in part from contamination of adjacent wetlands from canal surface water.  Please provide detailed explanation of this potential impact, including its source, location, potential extent and any other relevant factors.



9. Same section, 2nd paragraph – Please provide additional explanation for the derivation of the 4,015 linear feet of “canal/ditch”, and how that relates to the new re-route linear feet total (provided earlier in the document and again in this paragraph) of 3500 linear feet of re-routed canal created and the previously stated 2565 linear feet of existing canal in Segment 2B Part 2.  What width is used in calculating the 2.35 acres of canal/ditch from the 4,015 linear feet total provided – and width used for calculating 2.57 acres from the 3,500 linear feet figure, given the smaller acre total for the longer linear foot total.



10. Section on “Monitoring” , 2nd paragraph.  It is further stated that if (temporary impacted) wetlands convert to upland, for example, they will be considered ‘indirectly impacted.”  Please provide detailed discussion regarding how such additional impacted acreage  - and any non-restored areas subject to temporary construction impacts (paragraph 1 of this section) will be treated if restoration cannot be achieved, including at what point (and what criteria) would such a determination be made (that such areas essentially constitute permanent impacts), and a contingency plan that includes adding such acreage to the bank.  



11. Please include in the Report a post-construction activity to confirm projected permanent impacts from construction, and a report on that activity.  
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